abstract: This article compares two collective surveys on the métis conducted in 1908 and 1937 in the French colonies. Métis was a category used mostly to describe children born out of wedlock to indigenous mothers and European fathers. The first inquiry was sponsored by anthropologists of the Société d'anthropologie de Paris; the second was an administrative survey that brought together social scientists, administrators and a variety of other experts. The comparison sheds light on the specific trajectory of the 'métis problem' in the French Empire, and on the process of construction of a social category. More broadly, it invites a reappraisal of the signification and role of race in both the construction of French citizenship and the history of French social thought in the first half of the 20th century.
Over the past 20 years, debates about the 'immigration problem' have reshaped the political landscape in France. Perhaps the most visible development is the emergence of a virulent anti-immigration party, the Front National, and an accompanying resurgence of racial rhetoric (Silverman, 1992) . There have also been major shifts in immigration policy and citizenship law (Schnapper, 1991; Weil, 1991) . Generalizing about these changes is difficult, however, and the political picture is marked by numerous contradictions. These reflect ongoing collective uncertainty about how to deal with immigration and, more deeply, about the meaning of French national identity. 1 International Sociology ✦ September 2002 ✦ Vol 17(3): 361-391 SAGE (London, Thousand Oaks, CA and New Delhi) [0268-5809(200209)17:3;361-391;026901] One of the specificities of the French case -shared with Great Britain -is the connection between post-Second World War immigration and the imperial heritage. To a considerable extent, immigration in France is a prolongation of the colonial relationship, and thus in many respects of colonial domination (Sayad, 1999: 135-59) . This is particularly true of Algeria, the site of the most thorough territorial, economic and cultural colonization in the French Empire and, after 1945, the main source of immigration to France (Sayad, 1999: 101-32) . But it also applies to other former French territories in the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia.
It is hard to understand the 20-year arc of change in French attitudes toward immigration without understanding the deeper changes in the discursive field that frame these debates. In particular, the period has seen a shift in the concepts and metaphors used to discuss the fate of immigrants in France: increasingly, the notion of métissage has displaced the traditional concept of 'assimilation', which is increasingly criticized by activists and scholars for its colonial overtones and poor analytical value (Sayad, 1999: 307-17; Noiriel and Beaud, 1991) .
Like the notion of multiculturalism in the US, métissage is used in ambiguous ways, and often reinforces the differences that it is supposed to undermine. In French, it refers both to racial hybridity and cultural syncretism. Even in progressive discourse, it can reinforce the notion of biological differences between populations. More scientific usages of the notion are no less ambiguous (Amselle, 1999) . Notions of 'métissage', 'creolization', and ' hybridization' are often used interchangeably. At the limit, they become indistinct, referring to all forms of identity across time and place, insofar as all have a fluid and porous character (Brubaker and Cooper, 2000) .
This article takes some first steps toward a social history of the concept of métissage in French political discourse, with particular reference to the constant semantic slippage between the biological concept of hybridity and the cultural implications of métissage. I argue that both the notion and its ambiguities have roots in the long colonial history of France. I also show how the meanings that informed the concept of métissage, as with most concepts that refer to groups or social positions, were never static or clear cut. Rather, métissage was an aggregate of diverse and sometimes contradictory meanings that accumulated over time (see Koselleck [1979] and the concept of Bürger). What was emphasized at any given moment depended on the state of forces in the broader social field (Bourdieu, 1990: 141) . The first task of the sociologist, in this context, is to disentangle the web of significations through a genealogical approach in order to understand the social forces at work in the definition and usage of the word (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992: 147-51) .
Accounting for métissage in these terms requires attention to the colonial origins and colonial trajectory of the concept. Two collective surveys, conducted in the colonies in 1908 and 1937, are particularly important windows on this development. Perhaps most significantly, they traverse the period in which the category ceases to be applied exclusively to individuals and begins to designate a group at the heart of colonial society. The first survey was conducted by the Anthropological Society of Paris in 1908, and consisted of a 'questionnaire on the métis' (Société d'anthropologie de Paris [hereafter SAP], 1912) . The second was undertaken in 1937 by a 'commission of inquiry' on the overseas territories, usually referred to under the name of its director, 'La Commission Guernut'. 2 Comparing these two surveys offers a unique opportunity to grasp the process of the construction of a social category and more specifically the contribution of the social sciences to this process. Since the Durkheimian paradigm is generally said to have radically transformed not only the social sciences in France but also political thought and administrative practices in the interwar period, this comparison can also lead to the reappraisal of a key moment in the intellectual and political history of the period.
Like all other social categories, métis has been the object of constant definition and redefinition by multiple actors. The specificity of this process is that the category applies to a population perceived as a 'product' of the colonial situation -thus calling into question the identity categories of the parents as well. To think about métissage in the colonies was to think about what it meant to be 'French', 'European', 'white', or 'indigenous'. This point has been made in a number of recent works on colonial societies that demonstrate the fragile and porous character of the binary identities ('colonizer' and 'colonized') on which the colonial order depended, and the crucial role played by interstitial groups (poor whites, métis, évolués or 'evolved persons') in the contestation as well as reinforcement of these identities (Stoler, 1989) . There is also an older sociological tradition that emphasizes the importance of intermediary groups as a locus of social inquiry insofar as their existence both questions the system of social classification and is used strategically in the process of the production of collective identities (Park, 1950; Barth, 1969; Hughes, 1971) . One could even say, with Andrew Abbott, that boundaries are the primary social locus where all social entities are solidified and produced. As Abbott suggests: 'it is wrong to look for boundaries between preexisting social entities. Rather we should start with boundaries and investigate how people create entities by linking those boundaries into units. We should not look for boundaries of things but for things of boundaries' (Abbott, 1995: 857; on racial boundaries, see Lamont, 1999) . I argue here that the social surveys constitute a unique locus for understanding how actors 'link boundaries into units'. They bring together scientists, administrators and experts who straddled the worlds of academia and government. In drafting questionnaires and elaborating an appropriate methodology, specialists have to define the very object to be studied. In this process, the work of categorization itself becomes explicit. For these reasons, the two surveys are windows onto something more than the evolution of métis identity: they dramatize the production of categories associated with national and colonial identities more generally. They do so, moreover, across a range of worlds, from academia, to government, to the colonial administration, to, as we will see later, the colonial public sphere.
One other feature is important: social surveys do not simply reflect the different meanings given to social categories in a given field. They also shape social identities. Whether monographical or statistical, local or national, the surveys objectify the units that they privilege by establishing nomenclatures and typologies, and by separating and regrouping (Anderson, 1991) . They are part of the circular relationship between 'action' and 'knowledge', which has historically been a privileged tool in the state's management of populations (Desrosières, 1998) . They thus participate in the construction of identities in a way that goes far beyond the domain of 'representations'. As we discuss later, they are the basis of a number of specific colonial policies and inform the distribution of rights and obligations that concretely define and constitute the situations of these groups.
Comparison of the two surveys suggests three main directions of historical and sociological analysis: the construction of a social category -i.e. of métis -and the role played by law, social sciences and expertise in this process; the status of sociology, and more specifically of what has been referred to as the 'Durkheimian paradigm' in social and political thought in the interwar period; and the status of race in political thinking and administrative practices, both in the metropolis and in the colonies.
The first concerns the evolution of the meanings associated with métis-sage in the French colonies in the first half of 20th century. The shift in the authorship of the questionnaire -from anthropologists to colonial experts and administrators -is in itself indicative of an evolution in the perception of métissage. More importantly, in 30 years, the entire economy of the survey has moved from an assessment of the inherent qualities of métis individuals to a questioning of their social status in colonies. This evolution is closely linked to a change in the legal sphere. Between 1928 and 1944, a series of decrees were issued in the French colonies that regulated the status of the métis. These decrees, products of a prolonged legal debate, stipulated that children born of unknown parents would be granted French citizenship, provided that they were able to prove that they were really of 'mixed race'. These decrees were made applicable first in Indochina (1928 ), then in French West Africa (1930 ), Madagascar (1931 ), New Caledonia (1933 ), French East Africa (1936 ), Togo (1938 and finally Cameroon (1944) . Thus, by 1937, métis was a status enjoyed by citizens in most colonies -a point that, as we will see later, deeply informed the questions posed in the Guernut inquiry. The social scientists, experts and administrators involved did not operate in a vacuum: they had to take into account that their objects were legal subjects, and, as such, bearers of rights.
These decrees ended the judicial practice of ascribing the status of 'subjects of the Empire' to the métis, without any rights associated with citizenship. Racial origin, according to the new decrees, could be established 'by all manner of proofs', whether physical appearance or 'name', 'education' and 'position in society'. These laws run counter to popular and scholarly assumptions about French citizenship. In most of the historical and sociological literature on citizenship, France is presented as the ideal type of a 'state-centered' and 'assimilationist' civic model. It contrasts sharply with the German model of citizenship -'Volk-centered and differentialist'. As Rogers Brubaker argues, 'on this understanding, nationhood [in Germany] is an ethnocultural, not a political fact [as in France]' (Brubaker, 1992: 1) .
The exportation of the civic model to the French colonies (as part of the 'civilizing mission') plays an important role in these canonical approaches as evidence of the strength of the French commitment to its principles (Brubaker, 1992: 11) . The métis decrees, however, do not lend much support to this account, and indicate -to the contrary -that colonial citizenship was predicated more on blood ties than on political and cultural participation. One must conclude either that the 'civic model' was not fully implemented outside metropolitan France, or that the practices and criteria surrounding citizenship in metropolitan France were something more than civic. Although these questions go beyond the scope of this article, a broad re-examination of the 'French model' of national identity might well begin with a better account of the signification of race in the social sciences and administration of the Third Republic. For a variety of reasons, the two surveys are privileged windows on this historical, social and discursive trajectory. 3 Most histories of social science place great emphasis on the 'victory of the Durkheimian paradigm', traced to the first decade of the 20th century and allegedly a fait accompli after the First World War (Mucchielli, 1998) . In such accounts, the 'scientific revolution' launched in France by the institutionalization of sociology at the turn of the century quickly and definitively delegitimized biological -and especially racial -explanations in the social sciences and their practical applications. The basic rule of Durkheim's sociological method -that social facts can be explained only by other social facts -is credited with imposing sociological reasoning on French social and political thought, permanently displacing biological arguments. This is how Durkheim's early followers saw it (e.g. Bouglé, 1935) and it remains the dominant account, although some authors have offered a more complex picture of social science between the wars (Karady, 1976 (Karady, , 1982 . With respect to colonial matters, the chief symbol of the Durkheimian ascendancy is the founding of the Institut d'ethnologie in 1925 by Rivet, Mauss and Lévi-Bruhl. In academic circles as well as in the colonial administration, the Institute marked the ostensible victory of ethnology over physical anthropology -the main source of knowledge on colonial populations until the early 20th century. Comparing the 1908 and 1937 surveys on the métis, however, reveals a much more blurred picture, marked by syncretic uses of concepts and notions rather than sharp distinctions. Social scientists, experts and administrators made use of physical anthropology and ethnology, of biological and sociological explanations. The sociological paradigm's overhaul of social thought needs to be re-examined in this context. More importantly, it might lead us to interrogate the nature of the 'epistemological break' between the biological and the social in the work of Durkheim and his followers.
The same line of questioning can be extended into French politics and public opinion -again with the effect of challenging a long and dominant historical tradition that takes pains to explain how foreign race is to French political thinking (Bleich, 2000) . This line of reasoning draws heavily on the abolition of (hereditary) privileges during the Revolution, and the consequent erasure from state records of all mention of the group affiliations of individuals. This intentional blindness to collective identities and differences is often presented as the core of French attitudes toward immigration since the middle of the 19th century (Brubaker, 1992; Noiriel, 1996) . It is equally supposed to have found application in the colonies through the doctrine of 'assimilation', based on the belief in the progressive convergence of the populations of the French Empire. According to this view, race had no place in the operating categories of colonial governance (Delafosse, 1923: 82) or of the legal order (Lochak, 1992) . Here again, the two surveys suggest something rather different: race, far from being erased from the cultural field of colonial administration or public opinion, was central to the colonial production of knowledge and governance.
Lastly, since the application of the Republican model to the colonies has been used as a proof of its strength at home, the evidence of breaches in the assimilative project in the colonies should lead us to question the model itself. Although I explore this question more fully elsewhere (Saada, 2001) , it is worth noting here that the analysis of the colonial situation ultimately can take us back to the metropolis and the treatment of difference there, most prominently with regard to immigrants. The question of the specificity of the colonial situation -a question routinely posed by the actors of the time -remains relevant. Although colonial administrators and representatives generally emphasized the autonomy of the colonial situation, I suggest here that the circuits of knowledge and administrative techniques flowed both ways, and strategies for categorizing and maintaining group differences were reimported to the metropolis.
Individuals Under Examination: The Anthropological Society of Paris's 1908 Questionnaire
The questionnaire of the Anthropological Society of Paris was the work of a 'permanent commission for the study of ethnic mixing', set up in 1907 to rectify the lack of systematic research on the subject. The survey was thus not a response to a demand put forward by local actors in the colonies. It was an intervention by anthropologists in the central debates of their field, in what most perceived as an immense laboratory for the study of the human races -the colonies. The question of métissage, the authors of the questionnaire noted, lay at the origin of modern anthropology. Paul Broca's founding of the Anthropological Society of Paris (1859) was a direct response to the growing debate over racial differentiation in France (and more narrowly, to the rejection of one of his papers on the subject by the Société de biologie). These debates pitted polygenists, who believed that humanity consisted of several distinct races or species, against monogenists, who argued for the fundamental unity of the human species. Racial hybridity was regarded as the 'crucial experiment' in this debate, and the privileged test subject for different theories about the production and transformation of human races over time.
Métissage was also the obvious terrain for the political project of the nascent discipline. In 1859, in the opening session of the meetings of the SAP, Broca gave a lecture on the 'ethnology of France' in which he argued that the French population was the result of a long and harmonious métis-sage between different races, including the Celts and the Kimris (Broca, 1860) . For this fervent Republican and his colleagues, anthropology was not yet the science of difference that it would become. It was a science of nationalities that drew heavily on the romantic notion that groups were distinguished by specific 'personalities'. In this lecture, Broca engaged in a long historical argument about the genesis and natural history of the French population -a subject that had haunted French political thought since the early 18th century. All participants in the debate agreed that that the French population was made up of diverse biological stocks. Some, however, argued that these stocks remained pure, and that the social classes simply reproduced older racial differences. Their opponents insisted on a vision of racial amalgamation -the blending of the Franc conquerors with the Gallic peasants (Furet and Ozouf, 1979) . The former position was popular among aristocrats and political conservatives; the latter was defended primarily by revolutionaries and 19th-century liberals. Until the mid-19th century, historians were the main protagonists of the debate. Augustin Thierry and Jules Michelet took opposite sides of the issue -Michelet notably arguing that over time 'the old and the pure races, the Celts and the Basques, Brittany and Navarre, had to yield to the mixed races -the frontiers had to give way to the centre, nature to civilization' (Michelet, 1845: 162) . By mid-century, the debate had acquired a more scientific tone in the work of Gobineau in France, and Nott and Gliddon in the US -key figures in the promotion of a new 'scientific' racism. In his first address to the SAP, Broca argued against these authors and reaffirmed the value of métissage against their critiques. But he took pains to distinguish between two forms of métissage: one involving 'distant races' and the other 'close races'. Only the latter, he argued, provides a sound racial foundation for a nation:
The population of France presents almost everywhere the features of a mixed population. Racial mixing does not always have negative effects on fecundity, strength and intelligence of the people born out of this mixing, as some modern scientists would have it. . . . M. Broca thinks that if mixings between distant races may sometimes bear only métis gifted with a low level of fecundity, mixings between less distant races, and moreover mixings between races belonging to the same group, can reproduce themselves indefinitely, without reverting to the type of one of the mother races. It is in order to prove this assumption that he studied the origin of the different parts of France. He attempted to show that in each département one can find traces of the major races that have been superimposed on each other; that the results of the crossing have not been erased by the many centuries and that, in our country, where material and intellectual prosperity constantly grows, most of the inhabitants show signs of hybridity. (Broca, 1860: 7) 4 Broca displayed more interest in the scientific than in the political dimension of the debate (Blanckaert, 1989) . After his death in 1880, however, some of the members of the SAP insisted much more openly on the political applications of their work. Engaged in the 'Libre pensée' movement and proponents of a radical anti-clericalism, they hoped that scientific materialism could ground a 'positivistic politics' (Harvey, 1984; Richard, 1989) . Georges Hervé, the principal author of the 1908 questionnaire, participated in this movement. In the 1907 discussions that led to the creation of the 'permanent committee for the study of ethnic mixing', Hervé affirmed in regard to métissage that 'there is [no question]
International Sociology Vol. 17 No. 3 with more consequences, both from the point of the natural history of mankind and of the value and future of its societies' (SAP, 1912: 343) . Because there were French nationals in the colonies, the old question of 'the ethnology of France' (which Broca had made central to the anthropological agenda) took on a very different dimension. It no longer looked back to the past and to historical inquiry into the formation of the French people; instead, it turned toward the new colonial situation and offered help in its regulation -especially in the management of relations between colonizers and colonized. The biological analysis of hybridity became a tool in the politics of métissage, as the two authors of the questionnaire made clear in their introduction to the questionnaire:
Answers to our questions are necessary in order to judge the taxonomic value of what we call the human races. More importantly, until these questions are answered, it is impossible to encourage or to forbid specific relations -social and physiological -between different races. (SAP, 1912: 338) For the physical anthropologists, métissage represented a unique locus for studying the coherence of human races from a scientific perspective, and more broadly for determining their relevance at a political level. But such inquiry presupposed that the observer could distinguish different races. This line of thinking was trapped in a logical circle in which the study of the product, the métis, permitted the explanation of the producers, the 'pure races' and vice versa. This tension is visible in the definitions that the authors proposed for métis:
By métis, one should understand, in a general way, the individuals resulting from the union of two persons belonging to clearly different races.
Rejecting all a priori theories of the origin of human types, we understand by pure race any ethnic types well established enough and stable enough to merit the definition. We therefore call métissage all unions between White and Black, Yellow and Black, Black and American Indian, European and Hindou, Semite and European, Black and Chinese, etc. (SAP, 1912: 345) The anthropologists here deploy a purely conventional idea of 'race' which emphasizes that, in the 'real world', human races never appear as isolated, clearly bounded, easily identifiable groups. Races can be observed only as momentarily stabilized groups whose name is itself the product of collective practices and a specific history. In so arguing, the anthropologists imply that races are never strictly biological entities but also social and political products. Nonetheless, they continue to assert that pure races exist, even though these are not observable, and try in subtler ways to escape the constructivist implications of their argument -most directly in a preliminary attempt to determine the racial purity of the parents from their place of birth and their family lineage.
As we have seen, the political implications of the questionnaire cannot be clearly separated from its scientific content. The authors revisited many of the oldest biological concerns in the debate about the races -especially, as we see later, the fecundity of unions between individuals of different races and the 'value' of their products. They also added a new line of questioning on the modes of transmission of hereditary characters.
Interfecundity was a major criterion in the classification of species in the 18th century. It was taken up again in the second half of the 19th century in the course of debates between monogenists and polygenists. The 1908 questionnaire directly explored the subject via questions on fecundity, but also indirectly through questions that bore on the physical qualities of infants: sickly infants would prove the weakness of interracial marriage over the long term. . . .
Physical qualities of the offspring:
12) Are these children healthy? Do they succeed in physical sports? Which ones? 13) Did each child perform military service? If he was discharged, indicate why.
14) Was each a good soldier, from a physical point of view? 15) If a child is sickly, indicate, as precisely as possible, the child's illnesses or infirmities. (SAP, 1912: 346) Related to fecundity was a set of preoccupations with the 'eugenics of mixing'. This referred not only to the biological value of the 'mixed' products, but to their capacity to transmit this value to future generations. The questionnaire directly borrows Broca's formulation of this issue, distinguishing between unions between 'close races' and those between 'distant races'. The definition of métis as 'individuals resulting from the union of two persons belonging to clearly different races' follows this logic.
A third set of preoccupations illuminates the transformation of the biological paradigm, in which the anthropologists themselves were implicated. In asking if 'the specific characteristics of these races [are transmitted] through métissage, according to Mendel's proportions or Galton's laws', they displayed a remarkable modernity: the work of Mendel was only 'rediscovered' in 1899 and 1900, and the acceptance of population genetics came much later (the 1930s in France). This mode of analysis implied a passage from the synchronic study of the consistence of racial characteristics to a genealogical approach, interested in the transmission of characters from one generation to the next. The questionnaire recapitulates this shift in its three-part organization, each of which examines a type of mixing over several generations, and which ultimately distinguishes between four métis 'modes of production': those resulting from pure races, those descending from mixed parents, those resulting from a 'back-crossing' in which 'one of the parents belongs to one of the initial pure races' and finally those 'produced by union with a third pure race'. The genealogical approach also explains why the authors concentrated on 'specific' characteristics -especially discrete variables such as hair and skin color (akin to the shapes of peas studied by Mendel), which were easier to observe across generations -and no longer on the continuous variables (sizes, volumes, angles and other objects of measurement) that were central to the 'paradigm of indicators' elaborated by anthropologists at the end of the century (Ginzburg, 1990) . Whereas the instructions given by the society to travelers in earlier decades dealt predominantly with measurements of the body (Blanckaert, 1996) , none of the questions in the 1908 survey did so.
The biological register is completed by biosociology -an end-of-thecentury reformulation of the old inquiry into the relationship between the somatic and the psychological, now given a highly mechanistic interpretation. This approach is represented in the questionnaire by questions on intellectual qualities, criminality and sexual mores, all of which contributed to exploring the ambiguous hereditary and social component of métissage (Corre, 1894) : In what subject did the child show special aptitude? Does the child know how to read, write, and count in one or more languages? Which ones?
If the child has finished school, has he achieved success of an intellectual nature, such as university degrees, entrance exams, professorships, etc.?
Has the child published works, given conferences, participated in learned societies?
In a general way, does the child show intelligence in his or her profession and does he or she succeed at it?
Criminality:
Has the métis child been punished frequently? For what reason?
Has the child got into trouble with the police outside of school?
After leaving school, has the child had trouble with the police?
Sexual mores:
If the métis is single, does he or she have good values or lead a wild life?
Is he or she living with someone out of wedlock or legitimately married? (SAP, 1912: 346-7) Another series of questions seems to escape biological determinism, and is better inscribed in the register of sociology -at least in the minimal sense that those who dominated the discipline in the university at the time gave the term, signifying the study of objective social facts and their placement in relation to other social facts (Durkheim, 1950: 145) . Questions about the type of union the parents shared, about the educational institutions that took charge of the métis, the inquiry into their 'moral and social qualities' and the request for information about their juridical status all place the question of biology at a distance. Under this rubric, one finds: 29) To what religion does the métis belong, and to which church? 30) Did he or she receive any religious instruction? And is the métis observant? (SAP, 1912: 347) But distance does not signify rupture, and social status appears primarily as a variable that explains biological difference. It was noted that the size and number of the diverse métis populations in the Empire International Sociology Vol. 17 No. 3 did not depend on 'reasons that one could call zoological (fecundity, eugenics, acclimation, etc.) but rather on mores and social conventions' which influenced, for example, the policies of the administration. 5 Both determining and determined by the biological, the condition of the métis nonetheless became a social status. At times, anthropologists brought a paternalistic gaze to that status, with questions about domestic economy that bring to mind Le Play and his inheritors. At other times, they accorded the métis a place in bourgeois society, as in questions about membership in scholarly societies.
Noting the absence of data that would permit responses to these three orders of questions (the biological, the 'biosociological' and the sociological), the authors of the questionnaire expected responses based on 'observations of individuals well-known to the observer' (SAP, 1912: 344) . Recognizing that the abundance of theoretical positions worked against the establishment of a corpus of verified facts, they adopted an explicitly empirical stance. Their methodological position was marked by an older conception of statistics well adapted to the articulation between the biological and the social at work in the questionnaire. Seeking a maximum number of observations of individual cases, chosen only in function of their intimate acquaintance with the observer, the authors of the questionnaire utilized a form of statistical reasoning rooted in Quételet's notion of the 'average man' -a fictive individual who concentrated all the qualities of the population he represented. This involved taking the average of a large number of real observations, in which the variations, far from being accidental, were thought to be the consequence of the law of large numbers and the normal distribution of characteristics in a given population. The method is idealist, making the 'average' a quantity irreducible to the sum of the measurements that compose it, but also a force that is expressed in each of them. If this suggests obvious affinities with Durkheimian holism (Desrosières, 1998) , it serves here as a support for biosociology, according to which biology explains social behavior not case by case but on average, insofar as it informs broader behavioral tendencies.
The Anthropological Society's questionnaire is thus the bearer of several logics -'still' raciological and 'already' sociological -which function according to the uses made of them by anthropologists. More remarkable is that these logics were not exclusive but complementary -one being the condition of the explanatory power of the other. This is still true of the Guernut Commission's 'questionnaire on the problem of the métis' in 1937.
The Métis as a 'Social Problem': The Questionnaire of the Guernut Commission (1937)
The 'inquiry into the problem of the métis' was one facet of a larger inquiry into colonial affairs undertaken by the Front Populaire in order to 'examine the needs and legitimate aspirations of the populations inhabiting the colonies, the protectorate countries, and lands under mandate'. The commission was organized in January 1937, along geographical rather than thematic lines. This was consistent with the logic that the Ministry of Colonies followed in all its affairs, whether in the promotion of 'colonial science' -a combination of disciplines centered on comparative law, principles of administration and potential applications of colonial history and political economy -or in the training of administrators. The commission was thus composed of three subcommissions: one covering Tunisia and Morocco; another the colonies of America, continental Africa, Madagascar and the Reunion Islands; and a third that included Indochina, French India and the colonies of Oceania. Algeria was left out since it was legally a group of three French départements and not a colony.
The goal of the commission was to gather materials that would form the basis of new colonial policies more respectful of the aspirations of indigenous populations, and 'to come up with recommendations capable of being translated into law'. The commission also intended to bypass the local colonial administrations, which tended to be ill-disposed to the reform projects of the new government.
If the goals of the commission were political, the means were presented as scientific: other than the expected parliamentarians and colonial administrators, many of the 30 members of the commission were specialists in law, medicine, ethnology, demography and jurisprudence. The project of the commission -which would be only partly respectedwas also marked by this double logic. It took steps very much consistent with high-level administrative procedures while seeking scientific legitimacy for its fieldwork. The survey consisted of a preliminary study conducted in Paris based on administrative reports (in particular, inspection reports from the colonies), but also on 'memoirs and wishes expressed by the indigenous peoples' sent directly to the commission. This first step echoes a very old function of the social survey: to provide the administration an accurate description of the state of public opinion (Savoye, 1994) .
On the basis of the preliminary documentation, the members of the commission decided to launch a second series of inquiries 'interested primarily in the social evolution of the indigenous populations'. These inquiries took up diverse subjects -'alimentation', 'housing', 'internal migrations', 'industry', 'Europeans and assimilated natives' and 'métis'. The third step consisted of sending out field 'investigators' to further clarify specific points before the materials were synthesized by a 'council of experts' in Paris.
In 1937, then, the inquiry into the métis was inscribed in a larger perspective and project of colonial reform. The 'métis question' had acquired the status of a major political problem at the imperial level. But it was not posed at the beginning of the inquiry, and only emerged as a 'social problem' at the behest of colonial actors, who brought it to the attention of metropolitan observers -the inverse of what had happened in 1908. First of all, groups of representatives of the métis populations profited from the initial phase of the inquiry by speaking out about their status in colonial societies. Thus, the 'Mutualité des métis du Soudan' or the 'Amicale des Français d'Indochine' insisted on the difficulties of their particular situations. Their claims were relayed by other actors who belonged to what we can broadly call 'philanthropic associations', such as the Ligue des droits de l'homme, which took up colonial concerns from its inception -especially the fate of the métis. Finally, the third type of actor that intervened in the promotion of the 'problem of the métis' in the 1930s was a fringe of the colonial administration that had a vested interest in ethnology. Thus the principal actor in the formulation of the questionnaire of 1937 was Henri Labouret, honorary governor of the colonies, professor at the Ecole coloniale, specialist of Africa and member of both the Institut colonial and the Institut d'ethnologie, who had written on 'the moral and material situation of the métis in French West Africa and the legislation applied to them' (Labouret, 1935) . As secretary general of the second subcommission, he noted that 'diverse claims have been addressed to us in these last months by métis who have used the press to make those claims. There seems to exist a question of mulattos 6 in the different territories that should concern the colonial governments.' Then he proposed the project of a questionnaire that 'could be addressed to the heads of the different colonies, in order to gather information on the number, situation and future possibilities of the métis -all the information necessary to furnish the elements of a solution. ' The final questionnaire did not concern all the colonies, but only those in which the commission members believed there was a 'métis problem'. North Africa was excluded for a variety of reasons -the major one being the small number of children issued from relations between citizens and the indigenous people, and the virtual absence of abandoned children. Other territories where all the inhabitants were citizens, such as the Antilles, Reunion and Senegal, were also excluded, leaving only Indochina, French West Africa, French Equatorial Africa, Madagascar and New Caledonia. In the end, the two conditions necessary for the emergence of a 'métis problem' were the presence of unrecognized children abandoned by their fathers and the division of society between citizens and subjects. These criteria recover the themes of the 'social question of the métis', tirelessly formulated since the end of the 19th century by philanthropists and colonial administrators, first in Indochina and then in the other colonies (Saada, 2001 ). These actors were greatly concerned by the population of abandoned children who were denied citizenship because of the way that nationality law was applied in the colonies (until the application of specific decrees mentioned earlier). Most problematic were those who received at least some French education before being abandoned, and those whose physical appearance betrayed their origins. These complicated registers of illegitimacy made them pariahs to both the society of colonizers and colonized. Legally 'subjects' but aspiring to the status of citizen, the métis occupied a position of indeterminacy that made them 'déclassé' in colonial society and potential, if not always actual, contestants of the French presence. It is concern for this social question and its political implications that lies at the heart of the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was driven by a strong and, above all, pragmatic administrative logic: it identified a problem, tried to understand its nature and causes, listed the attempted solutions and tried to assess their effects (Bulmer, 1986) . In 1937, those solutions were twofold: welfare through the charitable and public organizations that cared for abandoned children and a legal solution that consisted of granting citizenship to the métis. This logic figures strongly in the questionnaire: Here, the two traditional dimensions of the social survey -as a map of the public opinion and as a means of assessing the effects of a set of policies (Savoye, 1994 ) -come together: the 1937 questionnaire aims both at understanding the social consequences of a change in law and at drawing new measures based on empirical data. But the questionnaire is also part of a much larger governmental project: the question about the need to 'encourage or limit' métissage shows that the survey is seen as an instrument of the larger project of regulating colonial contact, and still more broadly of the management of the biological characteristics of the population (Foucault, 1991) . Between 1908 and 1937, then, there has been a change in methods that reflects a multilayered shift in modes of governmentality, the usage of statistics and perspectives on the métis. The study of the métis is no longer a matter of accumulating and analyzing individual cases as a way of revealing a global phenomenon. The 1937 questionnaire takes the form of a census -a practice which, though no more advanced than the earlier survey in its statistical methodology, does imply a transformation of the position of the observer. We have moved from a paternalistic logic in which the observer personally knows the subject under study, to one in which the state takes charge of the management of characteristics of the population (Desrosières, 1998) . In this context, the population is understood as a totality, which the state can break down according to broad, objective variables. As the questionnaire notes: In becoming the subjects of a 'social problem', the métis are no longer approached as individuals whose bodies and souls are perpetually threatened by the resurgence of monstrosity, but as members of a group whose place in colonial society is problematic.
Censuses are especially important tools in the construction of the category of the 'national' and its components because they are applied to the population as a whole (Cohn, 1987; Anderson, 1991; Noiriel and Guichard et al., 1997) . They participate not only in the elaboration of the 'imaginary community' that is the nation, but also furnish concrete support for the population policies of the state. In the case of the métis, the proposed census has an ambiguous logic; in a sense, it is both inclusive and exclusive. By being counted separately, the métis are treated as a homogeneous and autonomous category -not only at the level of representations but also at the level of daily social interactions, where they become the objects of specific policies and a particular juridical regime. This implies the development of a particular identity 'for self' and 'for others'. But the census also produces effects of inclusion in national society insofar as it applies the same variables to the métis that are used to describe the metropolitan population more generally: nationality, age, civil status, profession. One prominent exception is the group of questions about the race of the mother and father -a concern that is totally absent from metropolitan censuses except where groups from the colonies are at stake (Guichard, 1997) . This suggests that the administration's perception of the métis populations was still marked in part by racial logics -still, in part, a raciology. 7 It is important to note that the racial criteria are superimposed on the question of 'nationality'. Colonial society, from the perspective of the census, is divided first along racial lines between the 'indigènes' and 'Européens', and then along national ones, distinguishing the 'French' from 'other nationalities'. In the colonies, the juridical concept of nationality is not in opposition to the racial logic but complementary to it. Race has become one of the variables through which the state apprehends the population. This goes against the deeply ingrained representation of the color-blind Republican State, whose practices were supposed to have been exported to the colonies -a representation that, as previously noted, one can find not only in the writings of the actors of the time but also in a large part of the contemporary literature on colonization and immigration.
The Difficult Autonomization of Sociological Reasoning
Between 1908 and 1937, the perspective seems to have changed very little. Both cases, despite certain differences of modality, are marked by a will to knowledge and action. In both cases, questions of a biological nature skirt more properly sociological reasoning, even though the relation between the two has been transformed in the interim. In 1908, the biological data explain certain social variables at the same time as the 'social condition' of the métis permits a certain recognition of the limits of biological determinism. In the Guernut inquiry, the logics are simply superimposed without entering into relations of causality -a prelude, no doubt, to their future separation. Over 30 years, however, the sociopolitical context has changed dramatically. If, at the beginning of the century, the making of the colonial population was of interest primarily to anthropologists, over time it became a social and political problem at the level of the Empire, in which scientists, experts and representatives of the state were involved. Comparison of the two questionnaires also illustrates the important role of law in shaping perceptions of social problems. The acquisition of citizenship by the métis in the late 1920s and 1930s (depending on the colony) narrowed the field of legitimate questions, from the métis' 'moral qualities' to their 'political involvement'.
Bringing these two cases together allows us to rethink the standard views of the transformation of the human sciences in the interwar period, according to which the 'Durkheimian paradigm' slowly but surely triumphed over the raciological model. The evidence from the questionnaire is more complex and marked by the coexistence of the two perspectives. This provides an opportunity to look anew at the Durkheimian paradigm, which may have been much less thorough in its penetration of the socialscientific world and much less univocal on the question of race than today's readers would have it. It may lead to a reappraisal of Durkheim's influence on social thought and administrative work in the interwar period.
It is unquestionable that Durkheim himself clearly and constantly insisted on the irreducible specificity of social phenomena, which in his view were totally autonomous from biological -and thus racial -facts (Durkheim, 1950: 108) . But he did not deny the relevance of the notion of race itself when applied to human beings or the relationship between social and organic phenomena (Zerilli, 1995; Noiriel, 1999) . In a note on the 'heredity of social facts' published in the Année sociologique in 1903, Durkheim's position is ambiguous: race cannot explain social facts but remains, through heredity, a cause of individual behavior (Durkheim, 1975: 54-5 ).
Durkheim's followers in the 1920s and 1930s provide still stronger evidence of the hesitant emancipation of sociological theory from raciological explanations. The intellectual trajectory of Paul Rivet presents a striking example of the difficulty and ambiguity of this autonomization of sociological reasoning. Rivet was the only individual to have been a member of both the 1908 and the Guernut Commissions. By 1912, he had explicitly criticized the basic coherence of the notion of race by showing that ethnographic, linguistic and anthropological maps did not correspond with each other (Jamin, 1989) . In 1925, together with ethnologist Marcel Mauss and philosopher Lévy-Bruhl, Rivet founded the Institut d'ethnologie, and became its secretary-general. In the same period, he explicitly called into question the coherence of racial categories and the validity of systems of bodily measurement, arguing for the importance of the phenomenon of métissage. But if for Rivet racial categories were less substantial than social phenomena, which in turn were less substantial than linguistic phenomena, race was far from being completely diluted by these criticisms. His contributions to the anti-fascist front, especially in the journal Races et Racisme, relied on the notion of the equality of the races, not their non-existence. In 1936, the year preceding the Guernut inquiry, Rivet edited Volume VII of the Encyclopédie française, titled The Human Species. Very much a political project, the Encyclopédie argued for the enduring presence of Republican knowledge and values in public opinion against increasingly vocal fascistic critiques. Directed by Lucien Febvre, founder of the Annales school, it provides a good snapshot of the most common positions of Durkheimian social science at the end of the 1930s, and of their diffusion into the general public. Based on what we have seen, it may not be surprising that it offers a very complex description of race and its status in the explanation of human affairs.
The volume on the human species is divided in two roughly equal parts -the first devoted to ethnology and the other to racial questions. The latter includes a long chapter titled 'Peoples or Races', which deals at length with the physical characteristics resulting from métissage. In the conclusion, the reader is reminded that 'one cannot escape from one's ancestry any more than one can get rid of one's shadow. However, it is possible with appropriate lighting to darken or to lighten this shadow, to change its shape, to enlarge or shrink it. In the same way, it is possible to change ancient hereditary acquisitions, by acting on the current milieus and on the possibilities of crossing' (Neuville, 1936: 13) . In the introduction to the volume, Febvre himself denies the explanatory value of race for the understanding of national history but reaffirms its importance for a 'better understanding of human societies' (Febvre, 1936) . A similarly syncretic view is defended by Mauss, the most visible disciple of Durkheim in France in the 1930s. In a 1934 text, he insists on the necessary articulation of three different levels of social inquiry: 'the purely sociological', the 'sociopsychological' and the 'sociobiological'. For Mauss, the Empire offers a privileged space to investigate this articulation since 'colonization brings to life new societies or shapes others very differently. . . . Here, as in the case of métissage, an immense field of observation is now open' (Mauss, 1968: 132) .
In addition, the 'Durkheimian paradigm' diffused very slowly in the colonial milieus. The main vector was the Institut d'ethnologie de Paris, created in 1925 by Rivet, Mauss and Lévi-Bruhl. They secured governmental funding for the project by insisting that the Institut's main objective was to provide scientific expertise for the colonial administration. From this perspective, ethnology would be central to achieving 'rational domination' in the colonies (de l'Estoile, 2000) . But this goal was only slowly integrated into the curriculum of the Institut (which remained, in any case, a relatively small institution until the war). In the 1920s and 1930s, a strong conservative movement made up of the inheritors of Le Play and Broca maintained its grip over academic circles -mostly through control of the Ecole d'anthropologie de Paris, the Société d'éthnographie, the statistical society and the Musée social (Fabre, 1998) . The highest ranking colonial administrators were much more likely to be trained in these institutions than at the Sorbonne or the Collège de France, where the Durkheimians had established a stronghold. Far from retrenching, this old-fashioned anthropological school of thought found new outlets and was actively exported to the colonies. In 1937, in Hanoi, an Institut indochinois pour l'étude de l'homme was established as a joint venture between the medical school and the prestigious literary-oriented Ecole française d'Extrême-Orient. Its task was to 'develop knowledge about the Far-Eastern Man, as a physical and social being'. The vast majority of the published work of its members dealt with physical anthropology, with a very strong emphasis on métissage. In 1940, the Institut reprinted the 1908 questionnaire and urged its members to respond. Indigenous individuals were encouraged to participate in these projects: 'trained in our methods, they can advance our inquiries with observations that Europeans would gather only with extreme difficulty' (Institut indochinois pour l'étude de l 'homme, 1938: 11) . In 1939, one of these students wrote a dissertation on métissage that dealt mostly with 'the statistical and somatic study of the Eurasians', reproducing the questions that were common in Parisian anthropological circles 40 years earlier (Vu- Van-Quang, 1939) .
It is then a gross exaggeration to speak of a 'scientific revolution' in the social sciences in the first half of the 20th century. In no way can it be said that the sociological paradigm quickly and definitively displaced the logic of race, whether in academic circles or in the field of colonial expertise and administration. There was no 'political revolution' either: race was still central to the practices of regulation of colonial contacts. As the head of the Ecole coloniale explained to its pupils, the main goal of 'European colonization [is] an amelioration of the species, an extension and a strengthening of the human family, a moral association, firmly rooted in a common understanding and good faith' (Institut indochinois pour l'etude de l 'homme, 1938: 11) . In the interwar period, 'raciology' still deeply informed colonial thought. It is worth noting that, far from an exclusionary form of racism, it served a 'positive racism' that aimed at improving the biological quality of the French population, and beyond that, the human species, through métissage.
A Colonial Logic?
Even more than the questionnaires, the responses juxtapose logics that today appear contradictory. The published responses to the 1908 questionnaire come almost entirely from French West Africa. The success of the questionnaire in French West Africa can be in large part attributed to the interest of the Governor-General, William Ponty. Throughout his career, Ponty had shown concern for the fate of the métis -among other things, establishing the first orphanage for métis children (1904 in Mali, then known as 'French Sudan').
The 1908 survey had to pass through the echelons of the administration twice in the course of its diffusion and collection. This gave it the character of an official inquiry -'ordered', as one administrator put it, from the top ranks of the administrative hierarchy in Paris, and diffused by the governor-general in the form of a circular inserted in legal announcements. Despite this formalized aspect, many of the responses are extremely selective and imprecise -a fact which suggests that, in 1908, not everyone in colonial society was obsessed by the question of métis-sage. Far from it.
There is a striking disconnection between the Parisian anthropologists and the solicited observers -for the most part civil administrators or military men, or more rarely missionaries. This group voiced a variety of difficulties with the study. The first concerned the historical time frame implicit in the questionnaire. Almost all the respondents raised the same basic objection: many of the questions could not be answered because, given the recent date of the conquest, there were few métis. Moreover, many of those who were visible were young children, leading to a situation, as one observer put it, in which 'no subject has attained an age which permits the certain apprehension of the tendencies and racial qualities of individuals'. There was thus a significant difference between the imagined time frame of the anthropologists -which supposed the coexistence of several generations in the same schema -and the colonial time frame, which operates primarily in reference to the conquest. Only in Sénegal and Dahomey was it possible to follow the métis over five generations. But there the various unions rarely followed the model of repeated crossings between like pairs (métis with métis), and thus did not conform to the categories of the questionnaire. Another obstacle to the dissemination of the questionnaire was the lack of information about the racial origins of indigenous persons. The observers underscore the impossibility of verifying the 'purity of the race of the parents', even with the seemingly simpler criteria of place of origin. Finally, and above all, the observers were faced with the refusal of certain métis to submit to the questionnaire or to accept the category in the first place, since many aspired to the status of being 'white'. To question them as métis was, in effect, to exclude them from the group of colonizers -a politically unacceptable position. 8 These difficulties make clear how much distance there was between the scientific questions about métissage elaborated in the metropolis, and the questions that were raised locally by the existence of a population designated as métis. Moreover, they indicate that the raciological scientific logic was not massively exported to the colonies: among the 29 respondents, only one included bodily measurements of the métis and their indigenous mothers. If the techniques of physical anthropology and its modes of reasoning were not widespread in the colonial world, the same is not true of the anthropologists' main beliefs about métissage: interracial unions were presented as unfruitful or, what comes to the same thing, the children were described as weak, sickly and often marked by syphilis. Analogously, it is often claimed that the métis have a propensity to various social vices: crime, prostitution and jealousy. Their mothers are frequently stigmatized as greedy and eager to manipulate their partners and even children for gain. The fathers, on the other hand, who live mostly out of wedlock, suffer no moral condemnation. Often administrators, civil servants, military men, merchants and doctors -they belong, in short, to the society of the observers. Some of these may even have responded to the questionnaire. Unlike other studies that bore on the indigenous peoples, the observer is thus included in the observation -a situation that would have consequences for how French identity was redefined in the colonial context. Questions about the purity of race, fecundity, morality, intelligence and health of the parents establish an equivalence between the mothers and fathers and contribute to 'racialize' the group of French men in the colonies. In a number of the responses, the term 'French' appears as a subdivision of the 'white race' and becomes the functional equivalent of the term 'tribe' or 'ethnicity'. A typical example: 'Father: white man, French born of French parents, in Gard [a French départment] . Mother: black woman, Trépos tribe, Grabo sector, circle of Bas-Cavally (Ivory Coast)' (SAP, 1912: 353) .
Very similar phenomena are visible in responses to the Guernut inquiry. Many government functionaries responded to the questionnaire, working within the closed network of the colonial administration, but there were also responses from representatives of associations of métis and, in one case, from indigenous school teachers. All envisage the métis population in terms of the 'social question', without significantly departing from the terms in which the commission posed it. Again, the reasons of those who claimed to be unable to participate are particularly telling. Most cite either the small number of métis or, as certain of them put it, the 'integration' of the métis in local society. Even where responses exist, the number of identified métis is usually in the order of several dozen or at most several hundred, except in the urban areas of Indochina. The disproportion between the statistical importance of the métis population and the energy spent to count and describe it leads one to think that the stakes were largely symbolic and political: the existence of a métis population is described as calling into question the 'prestige' of the colonials vis-a-vis the natives, and in the longer term as challenging the stability of the colonial order itself. These two issues are the colonial contribution to the definition of the 'social question' of the métis.
In their responses, observers drew on three major repertoires of specialized knowledge: physical anthropology, ethnology, and law. Thus, in response to question 4 ('What are the anthropological, moral, social and linguistic characteristics of the populations resulting from métissage?'), we find numerous remarks on the short life expectancy of the métis, the biologically feeble results of such crossings, the criminal tendencies of the métis and more generally the unsavory aspects of their character (jealousy, instability, etc.). All illustrate the persistence of biological determinism. One of the very few authors quoted by colonial administrators is Gustave Le Bon, the major proponent of 'scientific racism' at the end of the 19th century, whose work was an explicit target of Durkheim's criticism (Barrows, 1981) . Most of the time, however, this racial determinism works the other way. As one respondent affirms: 'a harmonious synthesis of the characters has taken place' and 'French blood' explains their 'instinctive attachment to France'. Another claims that métis are the best athletes in local competitions. Ethnology is similarly mobilized, but only to describe métissage between indigenous populations. Everything happens as if the métissage that implicated the colonials was a social problem derived from a particular juridical, political and administrative status, whereas the métissage between indigenous populations was an ethnic problem that required an ethnological perspective. It is worth noting, nonetheless, that although the Parisian ethnologists in the 1930s were often drawn to linguistic phenomena, these phenomena were not much remarked upon in the responses.
Law, on the other hand, is very much present: the administrators know not only the statutes that apply to the métis, but also the doctrinal debates on the question. 9 They devote considerable time to the question about the social consequences of the legislation on the métis. They also insist on the 'psychological dimension' of the law. Here they implicitly make use of a theory of identity according to which legal status shapes the representation of self. This 'moral effect' is inseparable from the 'prestige' associated with citizenship in colonial societies. But for the administrators, the legal solution of giving the métis citizenship has not resolved the 'métis problem'. On the contrary, it has opened a new field of responsibility for the colonial state, which can no longer leave its new citizens without education or social protection. In this context, the state has to take on the responsibility of the delinquent fathers and ensure that the children become full members of the French family. This much remarked upon need for complete 'assimilation' immediately generates its own political paradox -a familiar one for contemporary observers of French debates on affirmative action. Policies of active integration require that the state define its targets, but this need for categories that differentiate among groups undermines the basic equality that French citizenship is supposed to convey. This is why some administrators note that, in order to assimilate fully the métis, the state should discreetly get rid of the category of métis altogether. The ultimate goal is the disappearance of the métis by their full assimilation into the 'community of citizens' -their blending into the rest of the population. For some colonial administrators, it is clear that this process is less a political project than a biological one: métissage should be encouraged in order to create a new French population, indigenous to the colonies, that will be 'acclimatized' to the hard conditions of tropical territories and able to locally maintain colonial rule.
On almost every count, this representation of the French population as a racial entity was foreign to the Revolutionary ideal of a civic community open to anyone sharing its political credo. One might then ask if this contradiction was limited to the colonial setting, or if it was also part of metropolitan notions of governmentality. A full answer would be beyond the scope of this article, but the analysis of the colonial situation should prompt us to rethink certain metropolitan practices -especially in the realm of immigration policy. In the 1920s and 1930s, there are clear commonalities between the 'métis problem' in the colonies and the 'immigration question' in the metropole. Dr Martial, a prominent architect of immigration policy in the period and later a member of the Vichy government, was also the author of widely read works on the dangers of 'interracial grafting'. On learning of the existence of the 1937 surveys, he compelled their release for his own research (Martial, 1942 ). Martial's work and career signal the growing connection between colonial policy and the management of immigration -a connection that would become explicit after the Second World War. By then, the political goal of limiting the number of immigrants from the former colonies would be expressed in overt racial terms at the highest level of the French state (Weil, 1995) .
Conclusion
Knowledge about the métis remained the product of an ongoing bricolage of notions, even in the context of a coherent perspectival shift in the social sciences from a focus on the individual to that of the group in society. But this shift left many racialized assumptions about populations, behavior and social processes intact. Contrary to common assumptions, there was no Sonderweg for the French social sciences in the first half of the 20th century. The account of the early and complete debunking of physical anthropology and scientific racism by the Durkheim-inspired social sciences is inaccurate on two accounts: it ignores the ongoing reciprocity between social facts and racial phenomena in this line of thinking, and it greatly overestimates its influence outside the academic elite and especially in the worlds of administration and related expertise. The comparison of the surveys on the métis also suggests how racial thinking complemented and, in a sense, completed French notions of citizenship and inclusion in the political community. These two points are closely linked, since so much Third Republic thinking about citizenship and political community was built on Durkheimian foundations. This double trajectory is, of course, similar to that of the USA or Great Britain between the end of the 19th century and the Second World War. There, the status of racial categories was the object of long-term conflict within the social sciences, denied by some (like Franz Boas), reaffirmed by others, and used in complex ways by all (Barkan, 1992; Baker, 1998) . Race was at the same time an important, if often implicit, requisite for national identity (Haney Lopez, 1996) . It is this shared history that is ultimately of interest, because it goes against the grain of French exceptionalism in regard to the colonial project or the management of immigration. From a historical point of view, this calls for a revision of the supposed specificity of the French case, both in terms of the history of the social sciences and the development of the Republican logic in the political sphere. From a sociological point of view, it directs us toward rethinking our own uses of dichotomies. A close look at the inquiries on the métis suggests that the oppositions between sociological explanation and racial thinking or the civic versus ethnic model do not fully describe more complex social practices.
In this context, the 'recent' racialization of discourses on immigration in French society and politics may not be so recent: race has always been a category both of colonial governance and of immigration policy. In both domains it referred -as this article has argued -to a very complex combination of biological, cultural and sociological meanings. The ubiquitous use of the word métissage since the 1990s has to be understood in continuity with this long history of French encounters with the colonial Other. One shouldn't compare the vitality of the métis in the colonies to stable, normal populations, but to the illegitimate, unwanted children in those layers of society that exist at the margins of great cities and ports. Such individuals find it hard to found a family; they will tend to accumulate the vices of opposed elements; and they often work at the most adventurous and perilous jobs. At least for those who succeed in reaching adulthood. For children, one has to recognize that often at least one of their parents has no interest in their existence, or, more rarely, that a tender and unenlightened father imposes on them, in the name of their education, an anti-hygienic life. One arrives at the conclusion that the poor survival of the colonial métis might have an entirely different cause than the dysgenics between the human races. (SAP, 1907: 391) 6. The word 'mulatto' designates métis resulting from European and African parents and is used primarily in the 'old colonies'. It is used here as a synonym for 'métis'. 7. One will pardon, I hope, this neologism which, drawing on the model of 'sociology', describes visions of the world which confer on race (taken as a fundamental biological fact) an explanatory power in social relations. As the work of Paul-André Taguieff has shown, 'raciology' is far from 'racism' -a much more difficult notion to specify, and which I avoid here (Taguieff, 1987) . 8. As the lieutenant-governor of Dahomey indicated:
In Lower-Dahomey, we faced a very serious difficulty: the pride which pushes the métis to acknowledge only their white ancestors. This state of mind had profited us for too long and too often for us to seek to combat it: it was, in any event, the cause of numerous and vehement protestations on the part of the métis, who saw in the questions posed in the name of the Societé d'Anthropologie only an inadmissible attack on their personal dignity. No métis would have lent himself to this study under the conditions prescribed by the Société d'Anthropologie without being restrained by force. (SAP, 1912: 366) 9. Not surprising given the prominent role that legal training played in the training of colonial administrators (Cohen, 1971 ).
